









Reconciliation In Matrimonial Disputes
Marriage has been an important social, customary and religious 
institution regulating relations between men and women. Apart from 
safeguarding lineage and progeny and creating a bond of relationship 
between the family of the couples, marriage is also a social contract 
with wide and varied responsibilities and duties. Divorce however is an 
option considered by many when their marriages turn sour. It involves 
the termination of a marriage by the court of competent jurisdiction. 
Undoubtedly, divorce is an emotional and frightening experience, 
affecting one’s emotional well-being and personality.1 Apart from the 
emotional turmoil, a divorce can leave one in a financial mess if it is 
not handled properly. Thus, it would not be wrong to conclude that any 
matrimonial dispute is messy business. 
* This chapter is contributed by Ashgar Ali Ali Mohamed and Tan Yeak Hui. 
Part of  this chapter was published in Mediation in Malaysia: The Law and 
Practice (2010) and reproduced in this Chapter with the kind permission of  the 
publisher, LexisNexis (M) Sdn Bhd. 
1 Dato’ Faiza bin Haji Tamby Chik (Family Division High Court Kuala 
Lumpur) [2003] 4 MLJ cxxxix. The number of  divorces among 
non-Muslims in 2017 was at 49,965 which is slightly lower from the figure of  
51,642 in 2016: see Marriage and Divorce Statistic for 2018 at https://www. 
dosm.gov.my. ‘People aged between 30 and 34 recorded the highest number of  
divorce cases, which are 22% and 23.4 % for males and females respectively’: see 
‘Fewer People Getting Married, Divorced Last Year’ NST Online 28 December 
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It must be emphasised that in matrimonial disputes what matters 
between the parties is not who is right but what is right for their 
harmonious relationship to continue. Therefore, an alternative mode 
of dispute resolution such as conciliation is most befitting to deal with 
matrimonial disputes. Conciliation can assist the disputing parties to 
re-establish trust and respect, and help to prevent damage to an ongoing 
relationship. Having said the above, the conciliation of matrimonial 
disputes is discussed with reference to the Law Reform (Marriage and 
Divorce) Act 1976 (‘LR (MD) Act’). 
It is worthwhile noting that pursuant to the LR (MD) Act, a divorce 
may be granted by mutual consent of the parties, i.e. where both parties 
consent to the divorce by presenting a joint petition;2 or if there is no 
mutual consent, by way of a contested petition on grounds that there has 
been an ‘irretrievable breakdown’ of the marriage.3 The circumstances 
leading to the breakdown of the marriage are stated in s. 54 of the 
LR (MD) Act: 
(a) that the respondent has committed adultery and the petitioner 
finds it intolerable to live with the respondent;
(b) that the respondent has behaved in such a way that the petitioner 
cannot reasonably be expected to live with the respondent;
2 Law Reform (Marriage and Divorce) Act 1976, s. 52 provides:
If  husband and wife mutually agree that their marriage should be dissolved 
they may after the expiration of  two years from the date of  their marriage 
present a joint petition accordingly and the court may, if  it thinks fit, make a 
decree of  divorce on being satisfied that both parties freely consent, and that 
proper provision is made for the wife and for the support, care and custody of  
the children, if  any, of  the marriage, and may attach such conditions to the 
decree of  divorce as it thinks fit.
3 Ibid s. 53 provides:
(1) Either party to a marriage may petition for a divorce on the ground that 
the marriage has irretrievably broken down.
(2) The court hearing such petition shall, so far as it reasonably can, 
inquire into the facts alleged as causing or leading to the breakdown 
of  the marriage and, if  satisfied that the circumstances make it just and 







(c) that the respondent has deserted the petitioner for a continuous 
period of at least two years immediately preceding the presentation 
of the petition;
(d) that the parties to the marriage have lived apart for a continuous 
period of at least two years immediately preceding the presentation 
of the petition.
Reconciliation: A Prerequisite For Filing Of Divorce Petition
 
Reconciliation is a prerequisite for the filing of a divorce petition 
under the LR (MD) Act.4 Section 55(1) of the LR (MD) Act provides 
that a person contemplating petition for divorce is required, before 
the presentation of the petition, to have recourse to the assistance 
and advice of such persons or bodies as may be made available for the 
purpose of effecting a reconciliation between parties to a marriage who 
have become estranged. Section 57 of the LR (MD) Act relates to the 
contents of a divorce petition. Section 57(2) specifically requires that 
every petition for a divorce shall state the steps that had been taken to 
effect a reconciliation. The petition, which is annexed to the Divorce and 
Matrimonial Proceedings Rules 1980, Form 2, requires the petitioner to 
state, among others, the reconciliation attempts that have been made.
Further, s. 106 of the LR (MD) Act provides that before the filing of the 
petition for divorce in court, the marital dispute ought to be referred 
to the conciliatory body. Section 106(1) provides that no person shall 
4 Application for divorce and matrimonial causes falls within the specific 
jurisdiction of  the High Court. See Courts of  Judicature Act 1964, 
s. 24(a)). An application for the dissolution of  marriage must be made by way 
of  petition (Divorce and Matrimonial Proceedings Rules 1980, r. 7(1)). The 
1980 Rules were enacted pursuant to the Law Reform (Marriage and Divorce) 
Act 1976, s. 108(1). It governs the procedure for divorce. Rule 3(1) provides 
that ‘the Subordinate Courts Rules 1980 and the Rules of  the High Court 1980 
shall apply with necessary modifications to the commencement of  matrimonial 
proceedings in, and to the practice and procedure in matrimonial proceedings 
pending in the Sessions Court in West Malaysia or the First-Class Magistrate’s 
Court in East Malaysia and in the High Court respectively’.
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petition for divorce, except under ss. 515 and 52,6 unless he or she has 
first referred the matrimonial difficulty to a conciliatory body and that 
body has certified that it has failed to reconcile the parties. 
In Jennifer Patricia Thomas v. Calvin Martin Victor David,7 it was held 
that the procedural step taken by the wife in order to obtain a certificate 
from the conciliatory body under s. 106 of the LR (MD) Act would 
be sufficient to trigger off the invocation of the LR (MD) Act as it 
constitutes the pendency of matrimonial proceedings so that the wife 
is at liberty to apply for the injunction against molestation under s. 103 
of the LR (MD) Act. Again, in Jeyasakthy Kumaranayagam v. Kandiah 
Chandrakumaran,8 it was stated that before a divorce application is 
made to the court, the applicant must have referred the dispute to the 
conciliatory body under s. 106 of the LR (MD) Act and a certificate 
issued that no reconciliation was possible.9 
The requirement to refer the matrimonial dispute to the ‘conciliatory 
body’ shall not apply in any case:
(1) where either party to the marriage has embraced Islam;
(2) where both parties to the marriage agree to divorce by mutual 
consent;
5 Law Reform (Marriage and Divorce) Act 1976,  s. 51 deals with dissolution of  
the marriage on grounds of  conversion to Islam. 
6 Ibid s. 52 deals with dissolution by mutual consent. In Sivanesan v. Shymala 
[1985] 1 LNS 106, FC, it was stated that s. 57 is meant to cover the case of  
a contested divorce where a petitioner will have to prove his or her case. In a 
mutual divorce there is no contest. It belongs to the class of  undefended divorce. 
Therefore, s. 57 does not apply to a joint petition under s. 52 of  the Act:
In so far as mutual divorce is concerned, in the experience of  at least two 
members of  this Court, most cases of  this nature invariably came to court 
as a last resort. Usually, parents, relatives and friends would do their best to 
effect a reconciliation between the spouses.
7 [2005] 7 CLJ 133, HC.
8 [1996] 3 CLJ 272, HC.







(3) where the petitioner alleges that he or she has been deserted 
and does not know the whereabouts of his or her spouse; 
(4) where the respondent is residing abroad and it is unlikely that 
he or she will enter the jurisdiction within six months ensuing 
after the date of the petition; 
(5) where the respondent has been required to appear before a 
conciliatory body and has wilfully failed to attend; 
(6) where the respondent is imprisoned for a term of five years or 
more; 
(7) where the petitioner alleges that the respondent is suffering 
from incurable mental illness; or 
(8) where the court is satisfied that there are exceptional 
circumstances which make reference to a conciliatory body 
impracticable.10 
For example, in Chin Pei Lee v. Yap Kin Choong,11 the issue before the 
court was whether the defendant was suffering from an incurable mental 
illness, thereby exempting the plaintiff from referring her matrimonial 
difficulty to a conciliatory body under s. 106(1)(v) of the LR (MD) Act. 
In relation to the above question, Suraya Othman J stated: 
[13] ... the purpose for the introduction of s. 106 in the LRA 1976 
is to encourage reconciliation. This purpose is clearly established in 
the Report of the Royal Commission on Non-Muslim Marriage and 
10 In C v. A [1998] 4 CLJ 38, HC, the parties had lived apart for more than 
20 years. The petitioner stated in his petition that attempts at reconciliation was 
made by the petitioner’s relatives, but without success. The petitioner prayed 
for dissolution of  the marriage. The respondent raised a preliminary objection 
namely, that there had been non-compliance with s. 106 of  the Law Reform 
(Marriage and Divorce) Act 1976. It was held by the court that there had been 
no communication between the parties for these years and therefore no purpose 
was to be served by merely having a rubber stamp from the reconciliatory body 
that it was unable to resolve the matrimonial difficulties and to persuade the 
parties to resume co-habitation.
11 [2010] 4 CLJ 843, HC.
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430 Conciliation: Matrimonial Disputes
Divorce dated 15th November 1971. This Royal Commission was set 
up before the amendment of the Act to look into various issues relating 
to the marriage and divorce laws for non-Muslims.
[14] It is clear that the exceptions for the requirement to refer to a 
marriage tribunal can only be invoked if the plaintiff can show that the 
defendant is suffering from an incurable mental illness. Thus, it is the 
duty of the plaintiff ’s counsel to establish the fact that the illness is an 
incurable mental illness.
As can be seen there is neither any clear cases submitted by the plaintiff ’s 
counsel that exactly explained the meaning of incurable mental illness 
nor any concrete evidence from medical reports to show any mental 
impediment suffered by the defendant as required by s. 106(1)(v) of the 
Act. Therefore, in answering the question ... this court is of the opinion 
that there is no positive evidence to show that the plaintiff is suffering 
from an incurable mental illness. 
[15] Therefore, this Court agrees with counsel for the defendant 
that the plaintiff cannot simply seek an exemption from referring her 
matrimonial difficulty to a marriage tribunal just because she does not 
desire reconciliation. This reason is not justified and if accepted by 
this court, would open the floodgates to abuse by any party treating 
marriage and divorce as a trivial matter that can be dealt with easily.
The marital dispute would be referred to a conciliatory body where the 
members are laymen, usually respectable members of the community. 
The ‘conciliatory body’ is defined in s. 106(3) to mean:
(a) a council set up for the purposes of reconciliation by the 
appropriate authority of any religion, community, clan or 
association; or
(b) a marriage tribunal;12 or
(c) any other body approved as such by the Minister by notice in the 
Gazette.
12 See e.g., the Marriage Tribunal was without success in Chong Lay Kwong v. Lim 







Section 106(2) further provides that a matrimonial difficulty may be 
referred to any conciliatory body acceptable to both parties but, where 
they are unable to agree on a conciliatory body, the matter shall be 
referred to the marriage tribunal in the area in which they reside or, 
where they are living in different areas, to the marriage tribunal in the 
area in which they had last resided together.13 The body will initiate 
attempts to resolve the matrimonial difficulty to the satisfaction of the 
parties.
In re Divorce Petitions Nos. 18, 20 & 24 of 1983,14 it was stated that 
even the in-laws and near relatives, dependants, friends and solicitors 
themselves could try to effect a rapprochement. Again, in C v. A,15 
Kamalanathan Ratnam J referred to the Royal Commission’s Report on 
Non-Muslim Marriage and Divorce where it was stated:
[I]n Christian churches and communal bodies among Chinese and 
Hindus, there are respected elders whose words are listened to with 
respect, their services together with that of Justices of Peace may be 
utilised for the setting up of conciliation councils. 
Based on the above, the learned judge concluded:
I therefore hold that to prevent injustice it is appropriate for this court 
to hold that attempts by ‘saudara mara’ (relatives) to reconcile the 
parties ought to be accepted and read together with s. 55 and proviso 
(vi) to s. 106[1] of the Act.
Section 106(4) further provides that a marriage tribunal shall be set up 
for such specified area or district as the Minister may decide, consisting 
of a Chairman and not less than two nor more than four other members 
who shall be nominated by the Minister, or by such officer to whom 
the Minister may have delegated his powers on his behalf. As from the 
above provisions, the matrimonial disputes, except for dissolution by 
13 See Diana Clarice Chan Chiing Hwa v. Tiong Chiong Hoo [2002] 1 CLJ 721, CA.
14 [1984] 1 LNS 38, HC.
15 [1998] 4 CLJ 38, HC.
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432 Conciliation: Matrimonial Disputes
mutual consent and on grounds of conversion to Islam, the dispute 
ought to be referred to a ‘conciliatory body’ at the Registry of Marriages 
in the district where the person resides.16 
Section 106(5)(a) provides that a conciliatory body to which a 
matrimonial difficulty has been referred shall resolve the dispute within 
the period of six months from the date of reference; and shall require the 
attendance of the parties. This may be further illustrated with reference 
to several cases below. In Lee Lai Khoon v. Lim Kiong Seng,17 the parties 
had attended several counselling sessions and failed to resolve their 
differences which mainly concerned financial matters, ownership of 
matrimonial assets and different parenting styles. The tribunal issued 
a certificate that the marriage had irretrievably broken down. Again, in 
Fionna Duri (f) v. Victor Ranyis,18 the petitioner referred their marital 
problems to the marriage tribunal. After three sessions, the parties 
could not reconcile and the tribunal came to the conclusion that the 
marriage had broken down irretrievably and issued the certificate as 
such. 
Likewise, the petitioner in Shameena Nathesan v. Balakrishnan 
Kaliappan,19 submitted that her marriage had irretrievably broken down 
as the respondent was physically violent and had abused her physically 
and mentally to the extent that several police reports had been lodged. 
She attended the interviews at the marriage tribunal which decided 
that her marriage could not be saved as she had suffered enough abuse 
16 ‘The petitioner needs to submit an application at the nearest NRD office. If  
both parties live in different areas, then the application for a Marriage Tribunal 
must be made at the NRD office nearest the place of  residence where they last 
stayed together. The applicant is required to complete and sign Form JPN.
KC14 and submit it at the counter of  the Marriage and Divorce Division, of  
the NRD’: see https://www.jpn.gov.my/en/soalan-lazim/perkahwinan-dan-
penceraian/#1458874452002-3d490f0a-c581.
17 [2016] 1 LNS 1335, HC.
18 [2017] 1 LNS 1893, HC.







from the respondent. In Dr Gurmail Kaur Sadhu Singh v. Dr Teh Seong 
Peng & Anor,20 the first respondent applied for counselling sessions 
with the marriage tribunal. After meeting the parties for four occasions 
respectively, a certificate was then issued by the marriage tribunal to 
certify that reconciliation of the marriage was not possible. 
In P v. S,21 the respondent objected to the petition on the ground that 
as the matrimonial difficulty was not first referred to a conciliatory 
body constituted under the LR (MD) Act, there was non-compliance 
of s. 106. The petitioner however submitted that there were exceptional 
circumstances as provided in s. 106(1). In relation to the above, the 
Court noted the purpose of s. 106 is to promote reconciliation so as to 
control impetuous and hasty resort by spouses to end their marriage. In 
this case, the petitioner had failed to establish the special circumstances 
arising from his marital difficulties that warranted the Court to grant 
the divorce. In particular the Court stated:
[27] Both petitioner and respondent are considered young and they 
are highly educated. They are both professionals. This Court is of the 
view that both of them can still sit and discuss their marital difficulties 
before a conciliatory body and state their views and suggestions as to 
how to solve their marital problems amicably and professionally. If they 
still fail to come to a settlement, then and only then can it be said that 
their marriage has irretrievably broken down. The conciliatory body 
can then issue a certificate to state as such.
It is noteworthy that the marriage tribunal has no power to compel the 
attendance of the parties and often the respondent wilfully refuses to 
attend. In the event that one of the disputing parties does not attend 
the reconciliation meeting, the meeting will be adjourned to another 
date and if the party again fails to attend, the proceedings will be 
adjourned and in any case, it must issue the certificate at the end of six 
months. In Lim Chaet Ai v. Na Boon Seng,22 the respondent failed to 
20 [2015] 2 CLJ 42, HC.
21 [2014] 1 LNS 1329, HC.
22 [2018] 1 LNS 253, HC.
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434 Conciliation: Matrimonial Disputes
attend the official reconciliation attempts held by the marriage tribunal 
out of which a certificate was issued that reconciliation attempts were 
unsuccessful. 
At the reconciliation meeting, the conciliator’s task is essentially to 
convene the parties to resolve their differences, to find points of common 
interest and defuse tension with the hope that the estranged parties 
would be able to resolve their differences and come to an amicable 
settlement. The parties however, retain the right to say whether they 
do or do not accept any suggested settlement. He will continue to offer 
advice and suggestions throughout the process. 
During the proceedings, the disputants would be given equal opportunity 
of being heard and the tribunal may hear such other persons and make 
such inquiries as it may think fit and may, if it considers it necessary, 
adjourn the proceedings from time to time. The conciliator should not 
take the side of either party to the dispute but remain impartial at all 
times; neither would he make decisions on the merits of the dispute 
nor recommend the acceptance of any possible solution. It is up to 
the parties concerned to reach a final agreement on any proposed 
settlement. Unfortunately, however, there is no provision on secrecy 
of the information that might have transpired at the reconciliation 
meeting i.e., it is not held on a ‘without prejudice’ basis. 
Apart from the above, at the conciliation proceedings, only the parties 
and their authorised agents are allowed to attend. However, an advocate, 
adviser, or consultant cannot represent the parties to the dispute. 
Section 106(5)(c) of the LR (MD) Act provides that no advocate or 
solicitor shall appear or act as such for any party in any proceeding 
before a conciliatory body and no party shall be represented by any 
person, other than a member of his or her family, without the leave 
of the conciliatory body. This is understandable because lawyers are 
trained with the adversarial ‘hired-gun’ mindset. Generally, they are 
accustomed with the problem-making skills instead of the problem-
solving skills i.e., emphasis on litigation rather than dispute settlement.
Further, s. 106(5)(b) states that if the conciliatory body is unable to 
resolve the matrimonial difficulty to the satisfaction of the parties 







issue a certificate to that effect and may append to its certificate such 
recommendations as it thinks fit regarding maintenance, division of 
matrimonial property and the custody of the minor children, if any, of 
the marriage, and other matters related to the marriage. 
From thereon, a petition for divorce may be filed at the court. At any 
stage of the proceedings for divorce, if it appears to the court that there 
is a reasonable possibility of a reconciliation between the parties to the 
marriage, the court may adjourn the proceedings for such period as it 
thinks fit to enable attempts to be made to effect such a reconciliation.23 
In Vadivellu Kalimuthu v. Rajes Subramaniam,24 Lee Swee Seng J stated: 
Even though in a joint petition, the Court would fix a date within a 
month of filing for the hearing, yet if the parties should request time to 
explore a possible reconciliation, this Court would invariably grant it 
for there is no glory in bringing a marriage to an end and certainly not 
a case of statistical efficiency and speed. Every attempt should be given 
to the parties to attempt reconciliation and mediation for it is always a 
failure of both parties to the marriage when it should end in divorce.
In short, the conciliation body or tribunal has been playing an excellent 
role in helping to reduce the suffering of disputing couples by using 
the conciliatory approach. Hence, the conciliation body or tribunal 
should not be considered as a mere hurdle to be overcome to qualify 
the estranged couples to file the divorce petition in court. 
In order to further enhance the effectiveness of the reconciliation of 
matrimonial disputes, it is suggested that the LR (MD) Act should 
be amended with a view of making reconciliation an integral part of 
the court system. The court would be an appropriate place to provide 
reconciliation assistance. The LR (MD) Act should be amended by 
transforming the present reconciliation process in the marital tribunal 
held at the office of the National Registration Department into a court 
annexed reconciliation process as a prerequisite to adjudication of the 
23 See Law Reform (Marriage and Divorce) Act 1976, s. 55(2).
24 [2014] 1 LNS 1276, HC.
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matrimonial dispute. This means that the reconciliation would be done 
in the court premises instead of the office of the National Registration 
Department. It is submitted that the above two premises present 
different vibes in the parties, in that, unlike the office of the National 
Registration Department, a court environment being one where justice 
and fairness is sought, would indirectly influence the parties to take 
reconciliation more seriously, among others.
Further, the reconciliation among the disputing parties ought to be 
done as early as possible. The longer the parties are distant, the more 
difficult it is to bring them together. Therefore, there should be a fixed 
period for reconciliation, for example, between one to three months 
from the date of reference for reconciliation, which may be extended 
in cases where the conciliator considers that a settlement is very likely 
within a short additional timeframe and in no case it should exceed 
beyond the six month period as provided in the LR (MD) Act.
Aside from the above, as the reconciliation process is a fine art of 
assisting the estranged parties to be flexible in their approach to the 
differences, the skill of conciliation ought to be enhanced among the 
conciliators. It is not denied that conciliation skills are developed 
through years of experience. The conciliator should have the requisite 
skill and experience for expeditious settlement of the dispute.
The task of reconciliation ought to be undertaken by trained personnel 
as counsellors or mediators who should have the requisite knowledge 
of the substantive law and of the procedural stages of divorce. The 
conciliator must guide the negotiation process, advising, listening, and 
helping parties to reach a win-win solution or one that all parties can 
live with. A conciliator has to have the requisite skill and knowledge 
in terms of understanding the parties’ desires, collecting information, 
facilitating communication, facilitating agreement and ability to manage 
cases and documents, among others. His ability to be creative, to be able 
to deal with strong emotions, sensitivity, reasoning, emotional stability, 
analytical skills, interviewing techniques, and a sense of commitment 
to the whole exercise of conciliation is equally important. 
In fact, the ministry having jurisdiction over the conciliation body 
or tribunal should seriously consider training those panel members 







matrimonial disputes. Short intensive courses can be conducted in 
conciliation and mediation to equip them to appreciate and handle 
disputes more effectively. 
Further, the members of this reconciliation tribunal should be 
recruited from among those concerned citizens who would offer their 
services happily in chairing the panel. Retired civil servants should be 
appointed especially those with backgrounds relevant to such tasks.25 
Even influential members of their families or community will be able 
to help bring about reconciliation. 
Further, it would be worthwhile giving incentives to the members of 
the conciliatory body or tribunal by showing more appreciation for 
their successful efforts. Therefore, only accredited conciliators can be 
selected to sit in the reconciliation tribunal.
It is also suggested that the parenting course curriculum in institutes 
of higher learning and the pre-marital courses must imbue or integrate 
the dispute resolution skill. The conciliation skills should be integrated 
into the subjects and are to be reflected in the curriculum, teaching and 
examination (if any). It is hoped that with such knowledge it can assist 
young couples in developing friendship, partnership and constructive 
conflict resolution skills in an intimate relationship where conflict 
is inevitable. The parties would be equipped with a problem solving 
ability, for themselves and for application in their respective professions 
in the future. 
Members of the legal fraternity must also play an important role in 
encouraging parties in marital disputes to consider reconciliation. 
They ought to place the clients’ interest ahead of their own and have 
to discard their litigation mindset and promote conciliation even if 
it leads to less revenue. Undoubtedly, individual lawyers — who earn 
a living from the fees they charge the client — will be apprehensive 
25 Aside from the officers and staff  of  the National Registration Department, 
officials from the Department of  Social Welfare, members of  Non-Governmental 
Organisations, retired government officials and interested individuals with the 
qualifications or experience in psychology, counselling and guidance may be 
appointed as members of  the tribunal. See https://www.jpn.gov.my/en/soalan-
lazim/perkahwinan-dan-penceraian/#1458874191240-11b9ac4d-efba.
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that there will be a lesser role for them if conciliation is effective. The 
reduced role of lawyers if cases are resolved through conciliation is not 
entirely correct. The avant-garde approach today is that the court is the 
place where solutions to legal disputes are being found not necessarily 
through the traditional adversarial approach but through negotiation, 
conciliation or mediation. 
It cannot be forgotten that the effectiveness of conciliation also depends 
on whether the disputants could be made more aware of the better 
value that conciliation can offer. The public should be made aware of 
its beneficial effects such as saving costs in a conciliation process as 
compared to litigation and its potential for repairing relationships, 
among others. 
Therefore, necessary steps should be taken at the grassroots to increase 
public awareness and knowledge of conciliation. This may be done 
through writing in the mass media or specific programmes organised 
by both governmental and non-governmental organisations. Through 
this mode, the disputants would be self-empowered to find better ways 
to deal with their dissatisfaction and needs. 
Conclusion
 
The consequence of divorce would not only be felt by the estranged 
couple but would also have an impact on society and therefore, 
concerted efforts are required to enhance the role of the reconciliation 
tribunal to enable the disputing couples an opportunity to save the 
marriage. The positive values of the conciliatory body or tribunal 
should be publicised instead of reducing it into a mere rubber stamp 
to be overcome to qualify estranged couples to file the divorce petition 
in court. More accredited conciliators could offer their conciliation 
skills to the public. Conciliators should make the disputing parties 
realise that in a marriage, there must be the ‘give and take’ approach 
and seriously consider reconciliation as a means to save their marriage. 
Perhaps a cue from the Industrial Court can be taken where the practice 
there is less adversarial vide the introduction of conciliation and early 
evaluation of cases or mediation at two different levels namely, in the 
Industrial Relations Department and the Industrial Court, respectively 
— the primary aim of which, is to maintain industrial harmony at the 
workplace.
